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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Applicant's response filed on 6/27/2007 have been received and 
entered in the case. 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 9 and 16 have 
been considered but they are not persuasive. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section 
made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) The invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or 
a foreign country or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one 
year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

3. Claims 1, 5-9 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Jamieson et al . U.S. Patent No. 5,810,120.. 

Referring to claims 1 and 5, 7 and 9, Jamieson et al . discloses a 
roller guide assembly featuring a combination of a solenoid and an 
electromagnet for providing counterbalanced centering control (see all 
figures and respective portions ' of the specification). Further, 
Jamieson et al . discloses a roller guide device (100, Fig. 3) having 
at least one roller (110) adapted to guide an elevator car (12) along 
a guide rail (14, 16), in which a hardness is control by a damper (11, 
13, Fig. 1 and 108, Fig. 5) that has selectively variable stiffness to 
dampen the relative movement of the roller by way of a magnetic field 
produce by a magnetic field generator (electromagnet 34, 36, Fig. 1; 
58, Fig. 2 and 150, Fig. 6) adjacent to the rollers (30, 32 Fig. 1) . 
Furthermore, Jamieson et al . disclose a controller (20) that 
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determines a condition of the elevator car (12) by sensor means (148, 
150 and 180) to automatically control the stiffness of the dampers. 

As to claims 6 and 13, Jamieson et al . discloses that a plurality 
of rollers (104, 106 and 110) are shown in figure 3 , each having 
separately actuatable magnetic field generators (see Col. 4, line 52 
to Col . 5, line 12) . 

Referring to claim 8, even though Jamieson et al . discloses an 
electromagnet (34, 36, Fig. 1) ; the use of permanent magnet is also 
readily available and well known in the art. 

As to claims 14, 15 and 19, Jamieson et al . disclose a controller 
(20) that determines a condition (vibration, speed, position) of the 
elevator car (12) by sensor means (148, 150 and 180) to automatically 
controlling the stiffness, and dampening the relative movement of the 
roller by way of a magnetic field produce by the magnetic field 
generator. 

As to claim 16, the method steps are inherent in the product 
structure of claim 1 and 9 above. Further discussion is omitted. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation. of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the 
basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have, been obvious at the time 
the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 
383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a 
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background for. determining obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are 
summarized as follows: 

1. Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the 
claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application 
indicating obviousness or nonobviousness . 

4. Claims 2, 3, 10, 17 and" 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 

being unpatentable over Jamieson et al . in view of Fujita JP Patent 

No. 05116869 A. 

Referring to claims 2, 3, 10 and 17, Jamieson et al . addresses 
all the limitations of claims 1, 9 and 16 above, in addition to 
disclosing that their dampers have either a spring in compression or 
tension (Col. 6, line 66 - Col. 7, line 7) in combination with a 
solenoid to provide coarse variable stiffness in combination with 
electromagnets for finer control. However, Jamieson et al . does not 
teach or describe having a roller guide assembly in which a membrane 
contains magnet -rheological fluid having a viscosity that changes 
responsive to the magnetic field. Nonetheless, Fujita discloses an 
elevator system, wherein a guide roller (10) is rotatably supported to 
make contact with a guide rail (3) , in which the assembly includes a 
membrane (21) containing magnetic fluid (22) and an electromagnetic 
coil (23) to control the viscosity of the magnetic fluid (22) . 

Since Jamieson et al . and Fujita are in the same field of 
endeavor, the purpose disclosed by Fujita would have been recognized 
in the pertinent art of Jamieson et al . 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to use a magnetic fluid having a variable 
viscosity as taught by Fujita within the teaching of Jamieson for the 
purpose/advantages of providing a greater range of selective damping 
for enhance rider comfort and simplicity. 

As to claim 18, the methods steps are obvious in the product 
structure of claim 17 above. Additionally, Jamieson et al . discloses 
that a plurality of rollers (104, 106 and 110) are shown in figure 3, 
each having separately actuatable magnetic field generators, so the 
modification of varying the strength of the magnetic field in response 
to a fluid having a viscosity that changes as describe in claim 17 is 
obvious as stated above. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

5. Claims 4, 11 and 12 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in 
independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim 
and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed on 6/27/2007 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. 

It is believed that the prior art of record reads on claims 1, 9 
and 16 as previously presented. 

In response to applicants argument that Jamieson et al . does not 
teach or describe that the roller have a hardness that varies is not 
persuasive. One of ordinary skill would recognize the well-known 
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definition of hardness 1 . Conversely, Jamieson et al . clearly states and 
depicts a roller guide device having rollers (30, 32) in which a 
hardness is controlled by dampers (11, 13, Fig. 1 and 108, Fig. 5) 
that have selectively variable stiffness to dampen the relative 
movement of - the roller by way of a magnetic field produce by a 
magnetic field generator (electromagnet 34, 36, Fig. 1; 58, Fig. 2 and 
150, Fig. 6) adjacent to the rollers (30, 32 Fig. 1) . It seems that 
Applicant's arguments only amount to a general allegation that the 
claims define a patentable invention without specifically pointing out 
the patentable novelty, which he or she thinks the claims present in 
view of the state of the art presented. 

Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is 
set to expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In 
the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 



1 The property of being rigid and resistant to pressure; (WordNet© 3.0, 2006) 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Eduardo Colon 
Santana whose telephone number is (571) 272-2060. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday thru Thursday 6:30am - 3:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, 
the examiner's supervisor, Lincoln Donovan can be reached on (571) 
272-2800 X.37. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) 
system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for 
unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http: //pair- 
direct .uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217- 
9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer 
Service Representative or access to the automated information system, 
call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Eduardo Colon Santana 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2837 
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